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French or an Italian possession with as much reason as he
has for declaring it to be an English mare clausum. The
rhetorical sentence in which the phrase occurs is sadly
out of place in what ought to have been a sober and
closely-reasoned'state paper. In fact, the argumentative
weapon which Mr Elaine essays to use against Great
Britain can easily be reversed, and turned against the
hand that wields it. If we, with our great strength at
sea, have never sought to obtain possession of the Suez
Canal, but have instead been the first and only power
which has proposed to neutralize it, how much more
ought the United States, with their small and weak
navy, to consent to the neutralization of the Panama
Canal, since they are bound by antecedent engagements
to do so.

Probably Mr Elaine would answer this argument by
saying that the United States desire above all things to
neutralize the Panama Canal, their objection being not
to its neutralization, but to the guarantee of its neutrality
by the Great Powers of Europe. He declares that under
the thirty-fifth article of the treaty of 1846 with New
Granada the perfect neutrality of the isthmus, and in
consequence of all the transit routes across it, is already
guaranteed by the United States, and that their guaran-
tee "does not require re-enforcement, or accession, or
assent, from any other power1." In the course of his
diplomatic controversy with Earl Granville he repeats
over and over again his assurance that the United States
desire to see the canal reserved as a peaceful highway
for the commerce of all nations, and that they claim for
themselves no exclusive privileges in the use of it; but

1 Mr Elaine to Mr Lowell, June 24, iSSr.